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— The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period v^W apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply vflthin the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 22 April 2005 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n Tiiis action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial nnatters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1,5-7, 10,11, 15-17,20,33,35,37 and 38 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1.5-7. 10.11. 15-17,20,33,35,37 and 38 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet{s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 11 9 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2, n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

L The response received on 22 April 2005 has been placed in the file and was considered by the examiner. 
An action on the merits follows. 

Response to Arguments 

2. The arguments filed on 22 April 2005 have been fully considered. A response to these arguments is 
provided below. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

Summary of Argument : 

Applicant has submitted an additional form 1449 (filed October 18, 2004). This is a corrected form, and the 
appUcant requests consideration of this IDS so that the documents will be correctly made of record. 
Examiner 's Response : 

The initialed 1449 is included as an attachment to this office action. 

37 CFR L75 Claim Objections 

Summary of Argument : 

Applicant has amended the claims so that the language more closely tracks the language of the specification. 
Applicants submit that this amended language is clear and clearly supported by the specification. 
Examiner 's Response : 

The examiner agrees. The prior objections are withdrawn. 

Prior Art Rejections 

Summary of Argument : 

1. Applicant alleges that Boyer does not teach the feature of "storing a plurality of partial images obtained by 
dividing a panoramic image by a predetermined angular field of view, wherein the angular field of view of the 
partial images doubles the angular field of the display, each of the partial images share an overlapping portion with 
adjacent partial images, and the whole of a partial image is overlapped by adjacent partial images." 

2, Applicant alleges that Toyofuku fails to store a partial image as a 90° rotated image. 
Examiner 's Response : 

1 . The examiner disagrees. Boyer discloses storing a plurality of partial images obtained by dividing a 
panoramic image by a predetermined angular field of view (Boyer col. 6 lines 22-24: The reference describes a 
horizontal partitioning (i.e. dividing) a panoramic image by a predetermined angular field of view). The angular 
field of view is approximately twice as large as the angular field of the display (Boyer col. 7 lines 2-4 in conjunction 
with Fig. ID: The reference shows the size differential. The "doubling" limitation — which was discussed in the 



Application/Control Number: 09/818,627 
Art Unit: 2621 



Page 3 



previous office action — will be repeated in the below rejection). Each of the partial images shares an overlapping 
portion with adjacent partial images and the whole of the partial image is overlapped by adjacent partial images (col. 
6 hnes 22-30 in conjunction with Fig. IC: The "inflated images" from Boyer are analogous to the partial images 
from the claim). 

2. The examiner disagrees. Toyofuku discloses storing (i.e. recording) a rotated image and indicating the 
amoimt of rotation as header information stored with the image (Toyofuku col. 10 hnes 46-56 with Fig. 6). Thus, 
the image is stored as a rotated image. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 203 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 1 1, 33 and 35 are rejeaed under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boyer et al (USPN 
6,337,882). 

With regard to claim 1, which is representative of claim 11, Boyer discloses a storage tmit configured to store a 
plurality of partial images (element 220 of Fig. 2). The partial images are obtained by dividing a panoramic image 
by a predetermined angular field of view (col. 6 lines 22-24). The horizontal partitioning of a panoramic image as 
disclosed in Boyer is analogous to the division of a panoramic image as recited in the claim. This is done for a 
plurality of panoramic images (col. 3 lines 53-55), each of which inherendy correspond to a plurality of viewpoints 
as recited in the claim. 

Boyer further discloses an input unit configured to permit a user to perform an input operation (Boyer col. 2 
lines 29-30). 

Boyer further discloses a selection unit configured to select a partial image from storage based on information 
about a position and a direction of a view point, and an angular field of view of a display (col. 6 lines 3 1-52). The 
inflated images disclosed in Boyer are analogous to the partial images recited in the claim, Boyer discloses selecting 
these inflated images based on the selected image view, which is analogous to viewpoint position and direction, and 
angular field of view of a display as recited in the claim. Boyer also discloses that the selected image views are 
displayed on a display screen (col. 4 line 13). 

Boyer further discloses a generation unit configured to generate an image corresponding to the position and 
direction of a viewpoint from the selected partial image, and providing the generated image for the display means 
(col. 6 line 62 - col. 7 hne 6). 
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Boyer further discloses that adjacent partial images share overlapping portions (col. 6 lines 22-24) and that the 
whole of the partial image is overlapped by adjacent partial images (col. 6 lines 22-30 in conjunction with Figure 
IC). 

Boyer further discloses that the angular field of view of the partial image is significantly larger than the angular 
field of the display (col. 7 lines 2-4 in conjimction with Figure ID). Figure ID clearly shows the size relationship 
between the two angular fields of view. In fact, if one were visually estimating the relationship between the angular 
field of view of partial image 195 and the angular field of view of the display 185, one would probably guess that 
the angular field of view of the partial image doubled the angular field of view of the display. Be that as it may, it 
still stands that Boyer never explicitly recites that the angular field of view of 195 is exactly twice the angular field 
of view of 185. 

However, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify Boyer by having the partial image 
field of view exactly double the display field of view, since the applicant has not disclosed that having a partial 
image field of view which is exactly twice the size of a display field of view solves any stated problem or is for any 
particular purpose and it appears that the image reproduction apparatus would perform equally well if the partial 
image field of view wasn't exactly twice the size of the display field of view. 

With regard to claims 33 and 35, a computer-readable storage medium that stores a program which causes the 
computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in Boyer is to 
function. Therefore, a computer program stored on a storage medium is inherent in the teachings of Boyer. 

5. Claims 5, 10, 15, 20, 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Boyer as 
appUed to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Toyofiiku et al (USPN 6,661,455). The arguments as to the 
relevance of Boyer as applied above are incorporated herein. 

As applied to claim 5, which is representative of claim 15, Boyer fails to expressly disclose that the partial 
images are stored as independent files. Toyofuku, however, discloses storing the frames which make up a 
panoramic image as independent files (Toyofuku col. 10 hnes 46-57). The frames disclosed in Toyofuku are 
analogous to the partial images as recited in the claim. It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the 
art at the time of the invention to modif}' Boyer's image reproduction apparatus to specify that the partial images are 
stored as independent files in memory as taught by Toyofuku. Such a modification would have allowed for a 
modular system in which the partial images of a panoramic image were separated in memory and distinct. 

As applied to claim 10, which is representative of claim 20, Boyer further discloses 'drawing' the selected 
partial images in a successive memory space (Boyer col. 5 lines 18-23: The reference describes storing the partial 
images in a memory space. The 'storing' operation of Boyer is analogous to the 'drawing' as recited in the claim. 
Furthermore, boyer discloses that this storing operation is performed successively (i.e. sequentially, see col 5 lines 
14-15 of boyer). 

As further applied to claims 10 and 20, Toyofuku additionally disclsoses storing a partial image as a rotated 
image (Toyofuku col. 10 lines 46-57), but does not expressly disclose that image is rotated 90 degrees. However, it 
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would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify the combination of Boyer and Toyofuku by having 
the partial image stored as a 90 degree rotated image, rather than as an image that has been rotated some other 
amount Storing the image as a 90 degree rotated image would have been obvious at the time of the invention 
because it is consistent with the highly utilized and ubiquitious cartesian coordinate system, and would have resulted 
in simplified and more efficient computations. 

With regard to claims 37 and 38, a computer-readable storage medium that stores a program which causes the 
computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in the combination 
of Boyer and Toyofuku is to function. Therefore, a computer program stored on a storage medium is inherent in 
these teachings. 

6. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Boyer 
and Toyofiiku as applied to claims 5 and 15 above, and further in view of DeNies (US 2002/0021353 Al). The 
arguments as to the relevance of the aforesaid combination as applied above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 6, which .is representative of claim 16, Boyer discloses determining a next file based on the 
position and viewpoint information (Boyer col. 6 lines 45-52). Boyer fails to expressly disclose that the view point 
is moving along a road on a map and the view point information is the position and moving direction of the view 
point. 

DeNies, however, discloses recording panoramas while moving along a street (DeNies paragraph 0019) It 
would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify the combination 
of Boyer and Toyofuku to include the additional capability that a view point can change in a moving direction along 
a road on a road map as taught DeNies. Such a modification would have allowed for a more robust system that 
could have different panoramic images which corresponded to different locations on a map and different view points 
for each of those panoramic images. This would have allowed for a system that had the additional capabiUty of 
mobility. 

7. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boyer as applied to claims 
1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Endo et al. (EP 0 921 376). The arguments as to the relevance of Boyer as 
applied above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 7, which is representative of claim 17, Boyer discloses storing m x n partial images 
obtained by n panoramic images each comprising m partial images (col. 6 lines 10-30) Boyer further discloses 
macroblock indentifiers which indicate position data of the partial images (col. 5 lines 18-22). Although Boyer 
doesn't expUcitly state that this position data is a start position of the partial images, Boyer does disclose determing 
partial images which correspond to a selected image view on the basis of the position information of the selected 
image view. In order to do this, a start position of a partial image file is inherently stored. Boyer further discloses 
determining a partial image to be generated based on viewpoint direction information and the angular field of view 
of the display and obtaining a partial image to be provided according to the header information. Boyer fails to 
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expressly disclose determining a file containing an entire image corresponding to the viewpoint position 
information. 

Endo, however, discloses determining an image file based on the viewpoint position information (Endo 
paragraphs 0108-0109). It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyer's image reproduction apparatus in order to include a mechanism for determining panoramic images 
based on the position information as taught by Endo. Such a modification would have allowed for a mechanism of 
tracking the position information of panoramic images in a mobile system. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, AppUcant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37 CFRL 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, 
then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated fi-om the maihng date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Patrick L Edwards whose telephone number is (571) 272-7390. The examiner can normally be reached 
on 8:30am -5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's supervisor, Joe Mancuso 
can be reached on (571) 272-7695. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EEC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




